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          April 11, 2014 


 


Meredith Laws, Branch Chief 


Pesticide Registration Division 


Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution 


One Potomac Yard, 2777 So. Crystal Dr. 


Arlington, VA 22202-4501 


(also emailed to Laws.Meredith@epa.gov)  


 


Re: efficacy of neonicotinoid insecticides 


 


Dear Ms. Laws, 


 


This letter is to provide additional information responsive to Dr. Bradbury’s July 22, 2013, letter 


to registrants of the nitroguanidine neonicotinoid insecticides.
1


 Dr. Bradbury required all 


registrants to provide a variety of information; this letter relates only to his requirement for 


efficacy information for the seed treatment insecticidal products. You are requested to consider it 


as supplemental to the information submitted by those registrants. 


 


Enclosed is a copy of the new Center for Food Safety (CFS) report, Heavy Costs: Weighing the 


Value of Neonicotinoid Insecticides in Agriculture, on which I was the lead author, released on 


March 24.
2
 The report documents the lack of independent science supporting efficacy of the seed 


treatment insecticidal products and tallies the heavy costs those products impose. 


 


We note for your information that both CropLife America and the American Seed Trade 


Association issued statements responding to Heavy Costs, but neither association pointed to facts 


rebutting the report’s findings on lack of efficacy. CropLife pointed to its own report from Dec. 


2013, The Role of Seed Treatment in Modern U.S. Crop Production, for what it describes as 


“research conducted throughout the country on the measurable benefits of seed treatment for 


both growers and the environment”.
3
 However, a reading of the References list in the CropLife 


report reveals it fails to reference 18 of the 19 peer-reviewed, journal-published, scientific 


studies CFS cited and summarized in Heavy Costs, i.e., the studies that showed seed treatments 


actually fail to provide crop yield benefits in most contexts. The CropLife report only cites to 


two studies (at p. 39) indicating yield benefits for neonicotinoid insecticides used on corn seed – 


                                                        
1
 Online at: www.epa.gov/pesticides/ecosystem/pollinator/bee-july2013-letter.pdf  


2
 Online at: www.centerforfoodsafety.org/reports/2999/heavy-costs-weighing-the-value-of-neonicotinoid-


insecticides-in-agriculture  
3
 Online at: www.croplifeamerica.org/seedtreatment  


  



mailto:Laws.Meredith@epa.gov

http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/ecosystem/pollinator/bee-july2013-letter.pdf

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/reports/2999/heavy-costs-weighing-the-value-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-agriculture

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/reports/2999/heavy-costs-weighing-the-value-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-agriculture

http://www.croplifeamerica.org/seedtreatment





 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


their most extensive use by far. Neither of those two studies was published in a peer-reviewed 


journal. This is an astonishing finding for a pest management practice used on almost 100 


million acres. In short, CropLife’s report does not contradict the CFS report; it just avoided the 


studies we relied upon. 


 


It should be clear that Integrated Pest Management (IPM) - which EPA frequently supports – 


does not include a role for blanket use of prophylactic neonicotinoid seed treatments that lack 


efficacy in most instances, as now occurs with corn, canola, soybeans and other annual row 


crops. In fact, this violates fundamental tenets of IPM, including the use of action thresholds, 


monitoring, and resistance management. There is mounting evidence of environmental 


persistence, overuse and direct and indirect harms, including to honey bees, other beneficial 


insects, organic agriculture, water quality, wildlife and ecosystem sustainability. The 


incompatibility of these seed treatments and IPM is not only based on what many experts, such 


as Dr.s Christian Krupke of Purdue University and David Goulson of the University of Sussex, 


have stated. It also is supported directly by what the multi-stakeholder Corn Dust Research 


Consortium (CDRC) stated in its Jan. 2014 Final report, as recounted in the Heavy Costs report 


(p. 16).
4
 


 


The Heavy Costs report, the CDRC report and other information provide clear support for EPA 


using its broad authority and resources to ensure that untreated seeds are available to America’s 


farmers. This possibility is unfortunately not considered in the 2012 USDA/EPA document, 


Report on the National Stakeholders Conference on Honey Bee Health. Instead, that report 


suggested that farmers and beekeepers should undertake a variety of potentially burdensome or 


unfeasible management measures to ensure bees and other non-target organisms are kept safe 


(i.e., move the bee hives, restrict bees exiting the hive box, plant seeds at night, remove all 


flowering weeds in fields, use different lubricants) when the simpler solution of not using treated 


seeds unnecessarily was in plain view, but neglected. Neonicotinoid treatments of corn and other 


field crop seed were not initiated in response to any pest problem(s), or documented need. Most 


pests on the seed treatment labels are secondary pests and occur sporadically and usually in low 


numbers. Now there are data from many States, generated by land grant universities and USDA 


scientists, showing seed treatments don’t contribute in a significant way to farm profitability. 


EPA mandating an untreated seed option would provide growers with a choice, which as a 


practical matter they typically lack now. 


 


CFS also notes that, in response to two FOIAs to EPA, we have reviewed copies of the 


registrants’ information submitted on efficacy and product performance in response to Dr. 


Bradbury’s July 22, 2013 letter.
5
 To date we have seen none that rebuts the scientific findings on 


lack of efficacy in the Heavy Costs report.  


 


As you know, EPA’s own Product Performance regulation at 50 CFR § 158.400(e)(1), has 


“waived” the obligation for pesticide manufacturers to demonstrate that new pesticide products 


                                                        
4
 CDRC report online at: www.pollinator.org/PDFs/CDRCfinalreport2013.pdf  


5
 CFS FOIA requests: EPA-HQ-2013-009359 and EPA-HQ-2014-001185 
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are efficacious before they are registered, with limited exceptions. That waiver is entirely 


incompatible with IPM and harms organic agriculture as well.  


 


 


Requested Actions: In view of the above points, EPA should: 


 


a) withdraw its waiver for showing efficacy prior to registration in 50 CFR § 


158.400(e)(1) 


b) promptly and strictly enforce the mandate in the same regulation that: “each 


registrant must ensure through testing that his [sic] product is efficacious when 


used in accordance with label directions and commonly accepted pest control 


practices.”  


 


Labeling 


 


As Dr. Bradbury’s letters of last July and August focused on label issues in addition to the 


efficacy concerns, CFS additionally comments here that EPA’s current labels for neonicotinoid 


seed treatment products include inadequate pollinator protection language. We note that EPA’s 


“Pollinator Protection Box” and the “Bee Icon” required for neonicotinoid labels by Dr. 


Bradbury’s Aug. 15, 2013, letter, apply only to foliar products; the many seed treatment products 


are not covered by this requirement. FIFRA does not allow EPA to register products, or allow 


products to remain registered, when the agency knows the label directions and warning are 


inadequate to mitigate the products’ potential adverse effects.  


 


EPA can at least mandate better pollinator protections on seed treatment product labels, as it 


sought to do for all foliar products. Unfortunately, however, the new EPA Pollinator Protection 


warnings and label directions also are inadequate in several respects. CFS agrees with the 


critiques of the new labels that Dr. Jones and other have received from the Pollinator 


Stewardship Council, but we would add additional criticisms as well. CFS will be happy to 


provide language suggestions if requested, as we are quite sure will be the nation’s beekeeper 


associations. 


 


Requested Action: Promptly mandate adequate label directions and warnings for all 


neonicotinoid seed treatment products at their point of use by farmers. 


 


 


We will look forward to your response to the above requests. Feel free to contact me if you have 


any questions. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


/s/ 


Sarah Stevens, Research Associate 







 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Tel: 202.547.9359; email: sstevens@centerforfoodsafety.org  


 


P.S. For an informative perspective on the same issue from Britain, see The Drugs 


(Neonicotinoids) Don’t Work, by Matthew Shardlow, Chief Executive of the invertebrate 


conservation NGO, Buglife, dated Mar. 28, 2014, at  
www.buglife.org.uk/blog/matt-shardlow-ceo/drugs-neonicotinoids-don%E2%80%99t-work . 


 


 


CC: Lois Rossi, Director, Pesticide Registration Division  


Martha Monell, Acting Director, Office of Pesticide Programs 


Jim Jones, Assistant Administrator, Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention  


 


 


Enclosure 
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ExECuTiVE SummArY


T   his report tackles the question: Are neonicotinoid insecticidal seed treatment products beneficial 
or not? Center for Food Safety reviewed and summarized 19 articles from scientific journals that 
studied the relationship between neonicotinoid treatments and actual yields of major US crops: 
canola, corn, dry beans, soybeans, and wheat. In sum, we found that numerous studies show 


neonicotinoid seed treatments do not provide significant yield benefits in many contexts. European reports of crop 
yields being maintained even after regional neonicotinoid bans corroborate this finding. Opinions from several 
independent experts reinforce that neonicotinoids are massively overused in the US, without a corresponding yield 
benefit, across numerous agricultural contexts. The bottom line is that toxic insecticides are being unnecessarily 
applied in most cases.


Neonicotinoids have acute and sublethal effects on honey bees and other pollinators and are considered a major factor 
in colony collapse. It appears that in approving these insecticide products, the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has overvalued the “insurance” neonicotinoids offer against the mere risk of pest pressures, which are often not 
realized. This has led to heavy costs to the agricultural community and the nation as a whole. “Pre-sterilizing” fields 
has, in effect, rendered integrated pest management (IPM), in which pesticides are only used if economic pest damage 
thresholds are exceeded, obsolete for many major field crops. 
                  


recoMMendations


In order to fully evaluate future insecticide registration applications and comply with EPA’s mandate to account for 
both benefits and costs, the agency should: 


•	 Fully weigh both quantifiable and unquantifiable values in assessments of proposed systemic insecticide products, 
including at a minimum these foreseeable cost categories: 
      1) honey bee colony impacts and resulting reduced yields of pollinated crops, 
      2) reduced production of honey and other bee products, 
      3) financial harm to beekeepers and consumers, 
      4) loss of ecosystem services, and
      5) market damage from contamination events. 


•	 Require verification by independent scientists and economists (preferably published in peer-reviewed journals) for 
claims of efficacy, crop yields, and economic benefits associated with all products.


•	 Reject applications to register any prophylactic insecticides that undermine basic IPM principles, may harm 
organic farm production, or are not cost-effective, either for the farmer or the nation as a whole.


•	 For all insecticidal seed treatment products, repeal the agency’s waiver for “product performance data” in the EPA 
Product Performance regulation at 50 CFR § 158.400(e)(1) because of their prophylactic overuse, lack of efficacy, 
unique persistence, and high overall costs. Related to that, EPA also should promptly enforce the mandate in its 
regulation that: “each registrant must ensure through testing that his [sic] product is efficacious when used in 
accordance with label directions and commonly accepted pest control practices.”


In light of the findings of this report, EPA should suspend all existing registrations of neonicotinoid seed treatment 
products whose costs and benefits have not been adequately weighed until this accounting is completed.
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EVAluATing THE riSkS Of 
nEOniCOTinOidS


Neonicotinoids are a class of insecticides that damage the 
central nervous system of insects, causing tremors, paralysis, 
and death at very low doses. The primary neonicotinoids 
registered for use in the US are six relatively new (within the 


last 20 years) active ingredients: acetamiprid, clothianidin, dinotefuran, 
imidacloprid, thiacloprid, and thiamethoxam. All are “systemic,” meaning 
they are absorbed into treated plants and distributed in their vascular systems 
with water that moves up through the plant. Treating a plant or just coating a 
seed with neonicotinoids can render parts of the plant—including the roots, 
leaves, stem, flowers, nectar, pollen, and guttation fluid—toxic to insects. 
The toxicity of the plant varies over time depending on the part of the plant, 
the amount of neonicotinoid applied, and other factors. Neonicotinoids are 
persistent in soil and easily transported via air, dust and water to habitats in 
or near crop fields.1 There, they can kill or weaken beneficial invertebrates, as 
well as birds and other wildlife, through direct and indirect effects.2 Sublethal 
doses can result in honey bee (Apis mellifera) colony damage through chronic effects, including compromising the 
behavior, health, and immunity of colonies, thus causing them to collapse due to pathogens and parasites.3 


The risks of using neonicotinoid pesticides are widely reported in the literature—evidence of their harms to 
pollinators and other beneficial insects is abundant—but what about the benefits of using these compounds? Seed of 
major crops in the US is widely treated with neonicotinoids, ostensibly to protect emerging seedlings from pests and 
thus improve yields. Almost all of the corn seed and approximately half of the soybeans in the US are treated with 
neonicotinoids.4 More than 90% of the canola seeded in North America is treated.5 This prophylactic pre-planting 
application occurs regardless of the pest pressure expected in the field, as typically there is no monitoring or sampling 
of crop fields for pest presence prior to application. Neonicotinoid treated seeds are commonly the only option for 
farmers purchasing seed. Despite marketing of these products that promotes their benefits to farmers, many peer-
reviewed studies show little or no yield benefit associated with their use on crops, especially where there is low or 
moderate pest pressure. The studies reviewed in this report suggest that farmers are frequently investing in crop 
protection that is not providing them with benefits. In addition to the short-term economic costs, this presents long-
term risks to sustainability for American farmers and the rural environment.


Despite their extensive use, there is a relatively small body of independent literature examining neonicotinoid use 
on crops. In 2011, scientists noted “there have been few peer-reviewed studies on seed-applied insecticide/fungicides 
probably because of the recent commercialization of these products.”6 This report surveys peer-reviewed literature that 
evaluates the efficacy of neonicotinoid seed treatments and finds that they are not providing a benefit to farmers for 
pest management across numerous agricultural contexts. The studies reviewed address major commodity crops grown 
in the US and Canada, but reports from other countries also show that neonicotinoids may not be providing a benefit. 
These studies were conducted in several regions, representing a range of climatic conditions and pest pressure levels 
encountered by American farmers. 
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WEigHing COSTS And bEnEfiTS


The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
has the authority to approve or deny new 
pesticides under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).7 


FIFRA directs EPA to evaluate whether the use of 
pesticides (including neonicotinoids) proposed for 
registration presents “any unreasonable risk to man or the 
environment, taking into account the economic, social, 
and environmental costs and benefits [emphasis added].”8 
If EPA’s weighing of the foreseeable costs of a proposed 
product exceeds its foreseeable benefits, then FIFRA 
compels the agency to deny registration. 


Although not all records are public, to date, no indication exists that EPA has ever formally denied a full registration 
for any proposed neonicotinoid product because its foreseeable costs exceeded its benefits.9 Since the late 1990s, 
the agency has approved neonicotinoid products whose applications are estimated to now exceed 150 million acres 
and very likely more than 200 million acres in annual applications nationwide.10 It is estimated that more than 500 
different neonicotinoid products exist, approved for more than 150 crop, landscape, ornamental, and other uses such 
as structures, poultry litter, pets, and termite control. In short, it is apparent that EPA routinely judges the foreseeable 
costs of neonicotinoids to be outweighed by the benefits they will provide to farmers and other users. Indeed, EPA’s 
own Product Performance regulation has waived the obligation for pesticide manufacturers to demonstrate that new 
pesticide products are efficacious before they are registered, with limited exceptions.11 This indicates the agency’s 
weighing of the products’ costs versus benefits is not rigorous. 


Although there is no doubt that neonicotinoids are highly toxic to insects, this does not mean they are routinely 
effective in pest management. This report aims to answer the question: Are neonicotinoid insecticidal seed 
treatment products beneficial or not? Center for Food Safety reviewed and summarized 19 peer-reviewed articles 
from scientific journals that studied the relationship between neonicotinoid treatments and actual yields of major US 
crops: canola, corn, dry beans, soybeans, and wheat. In sum, we found that numerous studies have documented that 
neonicotinoid insecticides do not provide significant crop yield benefits in many contexts. The risks and costs of using 
neonicotinoid seed treatments outweigh their potential benefits.


The scope of this inquiry is limited to agricultural benefits, because such benefits have a ready measure: relative units 
of crop yield. While yield is not the only possible benefit, it is certainly the one that garners the most attention from 
crop producers and impacts their planting decisions. It should be noted that neonicotinoids are also used in scores of 
landscaping, ornamental, and other non-agricultural contexts where quantification of benefits is typically infeasible 
because it includes aesthetics and other largely subjective measures. Deploying powerful insecticides—particularly 
persistent systemic compounds—in gardening and ornamental uses has been heavily criticized because of the 
potential for harm to beneficial insects and other positive environmental attributes.12 Without yield as a measure, 
EPA’s weighing of benefits, or the lack thereof, necessarily is more qualitative than quantitative for non-agricultural 
uses, but accurate accounting remains vitally important.
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ASSESSing THE liTErATurE


Methodology 


Studies included in this review 
were identified by conducting 
online scientific literature searches 
for independent research that 
evaluated yield of major North 
American crops in response to 
neonicotinoid seed treatments.17 
This report does not provide all 
studies that have assessed yield 
and we recognize that several 
other studies have found benefits. 
However, these studies are often 
neither published in a peer-
reviewed journal nor independent 
of pesticide manufacturer 
funding. We identified four 
studies that showed yield 
benefits from neonicotinoids in 
independent literature,18 and also 
located industry-sponsored papers 
and presentations that mention 
yield benefits but do not include 
full data or methodology.19 
Benefits of neonicotinoid seed 
treatments have been promoted 
by their manufacturers, and the 
EPA does not require independent 
testing to ensure their efficacy 
before registering the insecticides. 
Given the widespread adoption 
of neonicotinoid seed treatments, 
it is concerning that there is such 
a small body of independent 
literature assessing the efficacy 
of the products, especially 
considering that many of the 
published studies cast doubt on 
their benefits.


This literature review compiles independent peer-reviewed studies 
on the use of neonicotinoid seed treatments, and concludes 
that in many cases, the compounds are not providing a yield or 
economic benefit to farmers. The studies represent a wide range 


of locales and weather patterns, demonstrating that the results are robust 
across various agricultural contexts and growing conditions. In cases where 
there was moderate or low pest pressure, the reviewed studies found that 
neonicotinoids were even less likely to provide a yield benefit. The findings 
indicate there is often no economic justification for using neonicotinoids 
as a prophylactic control measure because the cost of treatment tends to 
exceed that of other control options that can be used when pests reach 
economic levels. 


The following are the major findings from this literature review:


•	 Neonicotinoids either did not provide a yield benefit (8 studies13), or 
provided an inconsistent yield benefit (11 studies14).


•	 Using neonicotinoids frequently does not provide an economic 
benefit to farmers compared to alternative control methods or not 
treating fields when pest pressure is minimal.


•	 Efficacy of neonicotinoids varies and is difficult to predict, especially 
for pests that emerge around the same time in the season that the 
bioactivity of neonicotinoids declines. 


Several authors concluded that using neonicotinoids at best provided sporadic 
pest control and, for some pest species, were typically ineffective. Although 
neonicotinoids occasionally provided benefits in terms of reduced pest 
damage or other growing season parameters, in many cases these observed 
benefits did not translate into increased yield at the end of the season. For 
pests like soybean aphid, which typically emerge at an economic level after 
the neonicotinoids are no longer active in the plants, scientists recommend 
that “management should be based on scouting and applying an insecticide 
only when populations exceed the economic threshold.”15 They also note 
that the prophylactic nature of neonicotinoid seed treatments means farmers 
are paying to treat a threat that may or may not exist, as “producers incur 
a control cost prior to the manifestation of pest pressure, and this cost 
is not recouped with higher yield if economically damaging populations 
of herbivores do not occur prior to loss of bioactivity.”16 It is evident that 
prophylactically treating crops for pests is not benefitting farmers in terms of 
yield or economics when pest pressure is uncertain. Given the demonstrated 
harmful effects of neonicotinoids on honey bees and other beneficial insects, 
it is clear that they are widely overused in American agriculture to the 
detriment of pollination services, farmers, and the environment.


4







corn


Cox et al. (2007) evaluated the use of clothianidin seed treatment on corn in the northeastern United States, where 
there is occasional early-season pest pressure. The experiment included two levels of clothianidin treatment and a 
control without insecticides (all seed was treated with fungicides), and found that neither crop development nor 
grain yield were affected by clothianidin seed treatment. Weather conditions varied in the two years of the study, 
representing the growing conditions faced in the region. Clothianidin’s use in the absence of strong pest pressure did 
not increase corn yields, and thus was not beneficial to farmers. The authors concluded that “we do not recommend 
clothianidin seed treatment as inexpensive insurance against early-season soil insect damage when corn follows 
soybean in the northeastern United States.”


Jordan et al. (2012) tested a method of fall sampling to predict spring white grub infestations in Virginia corn 
fields, as well as the use of clothianidin seed treatment. The fall sampling method was able to predict the level of pest 
population in the spring, and thus the amount of insect damage that could be expected, which could help farmers 
make an informed decision about using crop protection products. Clothianidin was applied at two rates to seeds in 
test plots, along with untreated control seeds. Seed treatment did increase corn stand (quantity of viable plants) in 
two of the three years. Despite this improved stand, there was only a yield benefit in one of the three years (at the 
higher application rate), when the below-threshold fields were removed from the analysis. The lower application rate 
for clothianidin was not different from the control in this year, despite the fact that the low rate is labeled for control 
of white grubs. There was no yield benefit in the second and third years of the experiment (even when the below-
threshold fields were excluded). When the nine fields that had below-threshold pest populations were evaluated, there 
was no yield difference between treated and untreated seed. These results suggest that clothianidin treatment does not 
improve yields in the absence of pest pressure, and is not consistently effective with pest pressure. 


Petzold-Maxwell et al. (2013) investigated the use of Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) corn and clothianidin seed treatment 
alone and in combination to control rootworm populations at sites in the midwestern United States (Iowa, Nebraska, 
and Illinois). There was no significant difference between the control seeds (which were treated with a low rate of 
thiamethoxam to manage other corn pests) and the clothianidin treatment for the survival of western corn rootworm. 
Although clothianidin did not significantly reduce adult survival for western corn rootworm, it did affect northern 
corn rootworm. Root injury levels did not differ amongst Bt varieties, but were lower in non-Bt plots treated 
with clothianidin versus the control. Despite this reduction in root injury, there was no yield benefit from using 
clothianidin in either Bt or non-Bt crops. The authors note that “the additional cost of an insecticide may not have 
offered farmers any economic benefits.” 


Wilde et al. (2007) evaluated the effects of clothianidin and thiamethoxam seed treatment on corn fields in several 
Kansas locations. In the absence of noticeable insect pressure, no consistent effect on yield was identified at either 
high or low application rates, with no significant yield difference across all plots. In those locations where there were 
differences, control plots occasionally had higher yields than the treated plots, suggesting that the effects of the 
neonicotinoids are inconsistent at best. There was no consistent effect of treatment at any application rate on grain 
moisture, days to silk, plant population, or yield. Experiments were also conducted in infested fields for various pests, 
with variable results. Some plots had increased yields from treatment, and others reduced plant damage but did not 
see a yield benefit. Greenhouse tests to measure emergence and growth parameters found no significant effect of 


suMMaries of Peer-reVieWed literature
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treatment. While the experiments showed that clothianidin and thiamethoxam are effective against some corn pests, 
they failed to demonstrate a consistent yield benefit during field trials in the absence of pest pressure. The authors 
concluded that their tests “did not detect significant differences in plant growth of corn that resulted in consistent 
increases in yield.”


soybeans


Cox et al. (2008) evaluated the use of thiamethoxam, imidacloprid, and fungicide seed treatments to manage 
soybean pests in fields in New York. Seed treatments did not affect plant density, pod density, and seed yield; and had 
inconsistent effects on seeds per pod and seed mass. The thiamethoxam/fludioxnil treatment produced the most seeds 
per pod, but the authors did not attribute this result to the effects of the compounds because they are no longer active 
in the plant by the time soybean reaches late reproductive stages and seed development begins. The results showed a 
limited effect of neonicotinoids on soybeans, thus indicating that insecticide/fungicide seed treatment is not required 
for soybean production in the northeastern US.


Cox and Cherney (2011) treated soybeans with clothianidin or imidacloprid and fungicides in plots following corn 
in New York to explore the effects of seed treatment and planting rate. Interactions between sites and seed treatment 
for emergence showed that the results are highly variable and site-dependent, with no clear trend of benefits. 
Seed treatment had inconsistent effects, increasing plant densities at some sites (up to 22%), but not at others. In 
terms of yield, the plots showed less than 4%, or no, increases with seed treatment. In the economic analysis, the 
authors suggest “there appears to be no significant advantage in partial return when using seed-applied insecticide/
fungicides vs. untreated seed after adjusting for the respective optimum seeding rates.” The lower seed cost from 
reducing planting rates was offset by the cost of treating the seed, so the switch to lower rates and treated seed was 
not financially beneficial. Soybean seed cost averaged $2.29/kg in 2009-2010, and the average cost of seed treatment 
was $0.485/kg. The authors concluded that “growers should not expect a big or consistent response to seed-applied 
insecticide/fungicides under typical growing conditions in the Northeast United States.”


Esker and Conley (2012) explored the economic considerations for seed treatment by looking at the probability that 
the yield response will cover the cost of treatment. They evaluated one fungicide-only treatment and a fungicide with 
thiamethoxam against an untreated control for soybeans grown in Wisconsin. The primary insecticidal targets in 
Wisconsin are aphids, bean leaf beetle, and seed corn maggot. The more expensive thiamethoxam treatment provided 
a 50% or greater probability of breaking even in 22-56% of the plots analyzed. The responses were very dependent 
on the cultivar, and it is difficult to predict how cultivars will respond because new ones are introduced so rapidly. 
The authors found that there were no strong conclusions to be made from their results, noting “the complexity of 
the results regarding the probability of breaking even with the application of seed treatments suggests that making 
specific recommendations is difficult.”


 Johnson et al. (2009) evaluated thiamethoxam seed treatment, a prescribed insecticide/fungicide foliar spray 
(regardless of pest pressure), and an integrated pest management (IPM) strategy for control of soybean aphid in the 
midwest. IPM relies on scouting fields for insect populations and only applying foliar sprays when the economic 
damage threshold is reached. All three treatments protected yield and reduced aphid pressure compared to the 
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control, but there was no significant difference in yield between the three treatments. The authors assessed the cost 
effectiveness of each treatment and found that the IPM strategy had the highest probability of being cost effective. 
Neonicotinoid efficacy is typically diminished by the time aphid densities increase (they lose effectiveness 35-42 days 
after planting). Given that the occurrence of soybean aphid outbreaks is highly variable, IPM strategies are the best 
choice because they avoid treating fields that are not susceptible to economic damages from pest pressure. “Although 
there was little difference in yield among the three insecticide treatments, there was a large difference among the 
probability of recouping treatment costs,” and neonicotinoid treatment had the lowest probability of recouping its 
cost. “The IPM approach was clearly the most profitable in our break-even analysis, which fits with findings across 
[a] broad range of US crops where IPM practices have been adopted.”


McCornack and Ragsdale (2006) trialed thiamethoxam seed treatment to manage soybean aphid populations in 
Minnesota. Their results showed that thiamethoxam significantly reduced aphid pressure and reproduction but was 
only effective at causing aphid mortality and reducing reproduction during early vegetative growth stages. Late season 
aphid infestations cannot be controlled with seed treatment, and cannot be predicted at planting, so could require 
additional foliar applications, negating any advantage from using treated seed. Thiamethoxam did not significantly 
increase yield in years with low aphid density, but did increase yield in one year with high aphid pressure as compared 
to the untreated control (but was not significantly different from foliar spray plots). “In terms of yield, there was no 
advantage using a seed treatment over a foliar applied insecticide in any location-year.” The authors concluded “at-
planting application of thiamethoxam for soybean aphid control provides little consistent benefit to the grower.”


Magalhaes et al. (2009) investigated the efficacy of imidacloprid and thiamethoxam seed treatments to control 
soybean aphids in Nebraska. The first year of the study had low aphid pressure (all below the economic threshold), 
and there were no differences in yield amongst the treatments. Aphid pressure was greater in the second year, and 
yield was higher in the treated plots than the untreated controls. Thiamethoxam kept aphid densities below the 
economic threshold, and imidacloprid reduced aphid densities, but not below the economic threshold. In fields 
managed based on threshold spraying, this would have resulted in a foliar spray still being applied to the imidacloprid 
treatment, negating the use of the neonicotinoid. While there was some yield benefit seen in this study, the planting 
dates were later, so systemic neonicotinoids were still active in the plants when aphid populations increased—this 
is not typically the case with soybean planting dates. Higher aphid pressures may overwhelm seed treatments and 
require secondary management strategies. Despite the moderate yield increases associated with neonicotinoid use in 
some portions of this study, the authors do not recommend their use, instead noting that “Nebraska soybean farmers 
would likely receive more consistent economic return by scouting fields and applying foliar insecticides only when 
necessary as indicated by economic thresholds.”


Ohnesorg et al. (2009) utilized imidacloprid and thiamethoxam seed treatments to control soybean aphids in 
fields in Iowa. They compared seed treatments to foliar insecticides and an untreated control. The plots with foliar 
insecticides had lower soybean aphid populations and higher yields than those with seed-applied insecticides. During 
the first year of the experiment, some of the seed treatments provided significant yield benefits compared to the 
untreated control. In both years, the untreated control and seed treatment plots had the greatest exposure to aphid 
pressure, and in the second year, with moderate aphid pressure, there was no yield advantage from treating fields 
for aphids. The neonicotinoid seed treatments “provided limited, inconsistent yield protection to soybean that was 
occasionally not significantly different from the untreated control.” 
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Reisig et al. (2012) investigated imidacloprid and thiamethoxam seed treatments (all treated seed also included 
fungicides) for the control of thrips in soybean fields in Virginia and North Carolina. Thrips are the primary 
early season pest of soybeans in the region. The neonicotinoid seed treatments reduced the larval and adult thrips 
abundance, and thiamethoxam was more effective than imidacloprid at reducing adult thrips density. Despite this, 
there was no difference in yield between any treatments, and no yield benefit from neonicotinoid treatment. The 
authors note that “very little data have been published regarding the impact of insecticidal seed treatments, despite 
their widespread use in the mid-South.” 


Seagraves and Lundgren (2012) evaluated imidacloprid and thiamethoxam seed treatments in lab trials and 
field conditions (South Dakota) for their effects on soybean crops and insects. Lab experiments showed that seed 
treatment bioactivity was gone by 46 days after planting, which would typically be prior to aphid populations 
damaging crops in the field. There was no consistent effect of insecticidal seed treatments on soybean aphids, 
thrips, and grasshoppers, but bean leaf beetles were more abundant in the untreated plots in field experiments. In 
South Dakota, soybean aphid typically only exceeds economic thresholds after August 1, which is well beyond the 
bioactivity of seed treatments. Over the two years of the study, there was no yield benefit from using treated seeds. 
Insecticidal seed treatment is estimated to cost producers $12-15/acre, which is a cost that will not be recouped 
with additional yield if economically damaging pest populations do not occur while the compounds are active. The 
authors conclude that this research “not only confirms that insecticidal seed treatments have little effect on the key 
pest of soybeans, but also suggests that this prescriptive use of some of these insecticides may harm long-term IPM 
of soybean pests by reducing the abundance of their key natural enemies.”


Tinsley et al. (2012) investigated the control of soybean aphids provided by aphid-resistant soybean lines and by 
thiamethoxam seed treatment. Soybean aphids reached economically significant levels in both years. Resistant 
plants experienced fewer cumulative aphid days, but yields were not significantly different. Thiamethoxam also 
reduced cumulative aphid days in one year of the study, but not the second year, and did not provide a yield 
benefit. “Evidence for the ability of thiamethoxam to reduce densities of soybean aphids in this experiment was 
inconclusive.” Seed treatments are less effective against late-season pests—thiamethoxam’s utility is limited and 
dependent on the timing of the infestation because the bioactivity of the compound declines throughout the season. 
This study “reinforces the economic utility of scouting for soybean aphids and only applying a foliar insecticide 
when densities reach economically threatening levels.”


canola, dry beans, and Wheat


Soroka et al. (2008) investigated the efficacy of acetamiprid and clothianidin seed treatments to control flea 
beetle damage on canola in Manitoba and Saskatchewan. The authors compared various percentages of treated 
seeds in the planting mix to assess whether farmers could reduce the percentage of treated seed they are planting 
and still maintain yields. Decreasing treated seeds by one-third (67% treated) had no consistent effect on damage, 
yield, or cash return. Yields for 100% treated seed were only consistently above those with 67% treated seed under 
very heavy flea beetle pressure. In most trials, the damage levels on the 100% treated seed exceeded the economic 
threshold, which would have triggered a foliar insecticide application. In the year with the least pest pressure, feeding 
levels did not correlate with the amount of treated seed, suggesting that efficacy is reduced in moderate years and 
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neonicotinoids are not providing benefits in those years. The authors concluded “reducing the proportion of treated 
seed sown by one third can be an effective means of reducing pesticide load to the environment while maintaining 
efficacy, especially in situations of low-to-medium flea beetle feeding pressure.”


Pynenburg et al. (2011a) studied thiamethoxam seed treatment’s ability to alleviate stress from weed pressure and 
white mold in dry bean fields in Ontario. The authors noted “no known published literature was found that studied 
the effect of thiamethoxam on plant vigor” and pesticide manufacturer representatives said that “more consistent 
benefits of thiamethoxam on plant vigor have been observed in dicot than monocot crops, and the benefits were more 
pronounced under abiotic stress conditions.” Thiamethoxam had inconsistent effects with respect to plant emergence 
and vigor, harvested weight, seed weight, and economic returns. Each of these parameters was increased in some 
thiamethoxam plots and decreased in others compared to the controls, suggesting that overall, “the plant growth 
benefits of thiamethoxam are unclear and hard to quantify.”  


Pynenburg et al. (2011b) evaluated thiamethoxam seed treatment’s plant enhancement abilities for dry bean 
production in Ontario to combat the stresses of annual weed pressure and anthracnose. Thiamethoxam increased 
emergence and vigor at only one location, contradicting reports of benefits from treatment. Seed quality was improved 
by thiamethoxam when results were pooled over all locations, but the authors could not explain this result because 
anthracnose severity was not reduced in thiamethoxam plots. Thiamethoxam had no effect on net yield or economic 
return. The authors concluded “thiamethoxam’s potential to increase plant vigor was not clearly demonstrated, as it 
did not affect plant height, disease severity, net yield, or net economic return.”


Royer et al. (2005) investigated the ability of imidacloprid seed treatment to control pests in hard red winter wheat 
grown in Oklahoma with several planting dates. Applying imidacloprid had varying results for aphid abundance, and 
in some cases the aphid abundance was not different from the untreated control. Grain yields increased with increased 
rates of imidacloprid application, but the economic return from imidacloprid was not usually positive. The lowest 
imidacloprid rate was the only rate to consistently provide a positive economic return across all planting dates. The 
authors note that “these data show how difficult it is to predict whether a prophylactic insecticide seed treatment will 
consistently pay for itself.”


Wilde et al. (2001) evaluated thiamethoxam and imidacloprid seed treatments for insect control in winter wheat 
fields in Kansas. No yield benefit was seen in the field experiments, which had low to no pest pressure. Control of 
early season pests was demonstrated in greenhouse experiments with infested plants, but late season pest control 
was less effective and inconsistent. While the authors note that seed treatment could be useful in fields with chronic 
pressure from several pests, they conclude that “the use of seed treatments is economically risky where insect 
populations are variable” and that foliar treatments based on action thresholds are a better option.
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exPerts Weigh in on lacK of yield benefits


Summary reports from France and Italy show neonicotinoids provide little if any economic benefit in many 
contexts. Unlike North American reports, these provide detailed before and after case studies because these 
countries have restricted neonicotinoid use on various crops. These examples support the limited yield benefits 
from neonicotinoids shown in North American research:


•	 France banned the use of imidacloprid on sunflowers in 1999 and on 
corn in 2004, but the yield trends for both crops through 2007 show that 
the productivity was not harmed by the loss of seed treatment as a pest 
control measure.20


•	 The Italian Ministry of Health announced in June 2012 that it would 
continue the suspension of clothianidin and thiamethoxam on corn 
originally imposed in 2009 in response to mass bee kills that clearly 
resulted from neonicotinoid use. Researchers found no evidence that the 
suspensions caused any economic harm in Italy; corn farmers there have 
seen no serious pest attacks on untreated seed crops and have maintained 
their yields.21


•	 In 2013, the European Union voted for a two-year minimum suspension 
of clothianidin, thiamethoxam, and imidacloprid on bee-attractive crops 
and limited ornamental use to approved applicators. This may provide 
another broad case study to assess yield impacts if reliable follow-up monitoring occurs. However, the potentially 
short duration of the suspension may not provide enough time to identify changes in honey bee health as the 
neonicotinoids persist in soil and may be taken up by subsequent crops.


Professor David Goulson’s 2013 review of impacts, after documenting the lack of any identifiable crop yield 
increases in the United Kingdom associated with the introduction of neonicotinoids, states:


“Given their widespread use, it is surprising that few studies have attempted to compare the 
effectiveness of neonicotinoids with alternative means of pest control. Bueno et al. (2011) compared 
managing soya pests in Brazil using either an IPM approach or prophylactic use of insecticides (the 
latter primarily based on imidacloprid). Crop yields were indistinguishable in the two treatments, 
but pesticide use and costs were much lower in the IPM treatment, demonstrating that this remains 
the best alternative in this system. In North America, Seagraves & Lundgren (2012) compared 
yield of either imidacloprid or thiamethoxam seed dressings on soya with untreated controls and 
found no difference in yield in either of the 2 years of their study, but populations of beneficial 
natural enemies were depressed in treated plots. In this system, the evidence would suggest that 
the cost of seed treatment (~$30 ha) is not being recouped by the farmer. This is in accordance 
with a several similar studies of soya which found either no yield benefits (McCornack & Ragsdale 
2006; Cox, Shields & Cherney 2008; Ohnesorg, Johnson & O’Neal 2009) or yield benefits below 
those which could be achieved more economically using foliar insecticides applied only when pests 
exceeded a threshold (McCornack & Ragsdale 2006; Johnson et al. 2009). Similarly, studies of 
the efficacy of imidacloprid dressing of winter wheat in North America suggest that yield benefits 
are small (compared to unprotected, control crops) and often exceeded by the cost of the pesticide 
(Royer et al. 2005).”22
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Other respected experts concur with Dr. Goulson’s overview: 


•	 Dr. Christian Krupke, Department of Entomology, Purdue University, stated: “Part of the mission of my research 
and extension program is annual evaluation of pest management technologies in corn and soybeans—this is a 
critical source of unbiased efficacy data for growers. We attempt to challenge these technologies by placing them 
in fields with histories of pest damage. We have not demonstrated a consistent yield benefit of neonicotinoid seed 
treatments in either case, over many sites and many years. This is not because the products are not toxic; it is 
because insect pressure at the time that neonicotinoids are active (a brief window extending only a few weeks after 
planting) is either absent, or too high for neonicotinoids to effectively reduce pest damage. Because there is no 
demonstrable benefit in the vast majority of fields/years we have surveyed, it is apparent that seed treatments are 
dramatically overused in these crops (all corn and the majority of soybeans are treated).”23


•	 Dr. Jonathan Lundgren, a leading USDA Agricultural Research Service entomologist studying the effects 
of neonicotinoids, stated: “Farmers should question whether applying neonicotinoid seed treatments are 
more harmful than helpful on their farms. Public sector research on insecticidal seed treatments in soybeans 
from across the US consistently shows that spraying pests when they exceed thresholds is more profitable 
than prophylactic use of insecticidal seed treatments. In corn, I have not seen evidence that there are insect 
pests—beyond those targeted by Bt—that warrant consistent and prophylactic management. Finally, pest 
management decisions need to account for the costs that insecticides have against non-target organisms like 
predators and pollinators.”24


•	 Tracy Baute, an Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food entomologist and IPM expert, stated: “Based on 
my experience, only 10 to 20% of the corn and soybean acres are actually at risk of most of the soil pests on 
the [neonicotinoid] product labels.”25 In other words, 80 to 90% of the use is unnecessary. Ontario’s corn 
and soybean growing practices are similar to those in the northern portions of the US midwest corn and 
soybean regions.


•	 Dr. Christy Morrissey, Department of Biology, University of Saskatchewan, stated: “Although the dogma that 
has been promoted is that we really need these chemicals in order to protect crops…there actually is very little 
evidence to support the extremely widespread use of these chemicals.”26
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COSTS And dETrimEnTAl imPACTS 
Of nEOniCOTinOidS


The use of neonicotinoid seed treatments is associated with a wide range of detrimental impacts, the 
majority of which are not fully considered by EPA as the agency evaluates proposed product registrations. 
These market and other impacts, summarized below, are not without additional consequences. Major 
financial institution reports indicate that neonicotinoid harms to honey bees and related pollinator 


declines could depress stock values of some publicly-held companies and harm critical agricultural sectors.27 Farmers 
are paying unnecessarily for pest protection that in many cases they are not receiving. EPA must weigh all of the 
costs, both documented and foreseeable, along with the lack of significant crop yield benefits. 


honey bee colony iMPacts


Science has linked neonicotinoid use to honey bee and bumblebee impacts.28 
Hundreds of documented reports detail acute mass honey bee kills via 
contaminated dust (graphite and talc) from planting treated corn seeds. 
Further, chronic ingestion of neonicotinoids can harm their foraging success 
and colony strength, as honey bees are social insects that rely heavily on 
memory, cognition, and communication. Researchers “clearly demonstrate[d] 
an increase in pathogen growth within individual bees reared in colonies 
exposed to one of the most widely used pesticides worldwide, imidacloprid, at 
below levels considered harmful to bees,” suggesting that nonlethal effects to honey bees from low exposure levels may 
be extremely damaging.29 


Prior to 2006—when neonicotinoids were beginning to be used on a nationwide scale—commercial beekeepers and 
honey producers typically anticipated losing fewer than 10% of their bees each year, mostly due to overwintering 
mortality. Losses of that magnitude were sustainable because they could be recovered by splitting hives, adding new 
queens, and other measures. Since 2006, however, overwintering losses have risen dramatically. While this correlation 
does not equate to causation, the trend is remarkable. Surveys conducted by the Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
show that 28% to 33% of total honey bee colonies died each winter from 2007 to 2011.30 Winter losses dipped to 
22% in 2012, but the 2013 survey indicated 31% of colonies died.31 Compounding these overwintering losses is a 
marked increase in summer mortality, the season when bee populations should be thriving. According to USDA, 
“since 2006 an estimated 10 million bee hives at an approximate current value of $200 each have been lost, and 
the total replacement costs of $2 billion dollars has been borne by the beekeepers alone [emphasis added].”32 That 
statement refers to a six-year period, thus a rough estimate of annual replacement cost is about $300 million per 
year. This magnitude of annual uninsured losses is unsustainable.


The role of neonicotinoids in honey bee decline continues to be debated. Just as there is no unassailable scientific 
study, there is no “smoking gun” to point to as the cause of honey bee decline. Honey bees are impacted negatively 
by many interacting, and sometimes synergistic, stressors. However, there are many studies across various scales that 
clearly demonstrate that neonicotinoids negatively affect honey bees. Whether this role is large or small may depend 
on the intensity of neonicotinoid use in a given region. However, when this is balanced against the reality that 
neonicotinoids provide little tangible benefit across the cropping systems where they are most widely used, it rapidly 
becomes apparent that the status quo can, and should, change.
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reduced croP Pollination by honey bees


The nationwide decline of honey bee colonies is not only a financial and personal crisis for commercial beekeepers and 
honey producers; it is also a direct hazard to the nation’s food supply. Scientists estimate that one-third of the food 
people eat—and an even greater proportion of high value nutrient and vitamin sources—comes from crops that will 
not make fruit or seed unless they are pollinated.33 As summarized by USDA:


“It is imperative that we increase honey bee survival both to make beekeeping profitable but more 
importantly to meet the demands of US agriculture for pollination and thus ensure food security…. 
Currently, the survivorship of honey bee colonies is too low for us to be confident in our ability to 
meet the pollination demands of US agricultural crops.”34


A prominent USDA researcher has warned that, unless trends are reversed, “[w]e are one poor weather event or high 
winter bee loss away from a pollination disaster.”35


In weighing the costs to pollinators and other beneficial insects, EPA must consider the role of neonicotinoids in 
relation to managed honey bee and other pollinator populations. These have been valued by Kansas State University 
at $12.8 billion, based on documented average annual yield benefits for ten major crops.36 There are more than 100 
crops in North America that benefit from pollinators.37 Kansas State researchers found that through 2010, the value of 
US agriculture declined by approximately $75 million per year compared to 1986 values due to declining pollinator 
numbers for the major crops they assessed. While recognizing several factors in these declines, they identified 
neonicotinoids as key drivers:


“Insecticides and pesticides are applied not only on agricultural fields, but also on golf courses, in 
residential areas, across rangelands, etc. These pesticides and insecticides generally do not kill pollinators 
outright, but instead impair their development and behavior (Johnson 2010); for example, agrochemicals 
cause impaired odor discrimination and abnormal communication dances, which can cause mistakes 
in estimating distances and direction to food sources (Kearns and Inouye 1997; Thompson 2003). Gill 
et al. (2012) reported reduced worker foraging performance, especially pollen collecting efficiency, with 
chronic exposure of neonicotinoid and pyrethroid pesticide in bumblebees. Also they showed field-
level exposure of these pesticides caused reduction in brood development and colony success. When 
agrochemical use is associated with reduced use of crop rotations, crop diversity and availability of other 
pollen sources are also lessened, which compounds the negative impacts on pollinators.”38
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These findings of pollinator impacts have been consistently observed and confirmed by independent scientists. 
According to EPA’s and USDA’s estimates, pollination contributes $20 to $30 billion in crop production annually 
to the US economy.39 These massive and declining pollinator-driven crop yield benefits must be weighed against the 
often marginal or illusory neonicotinoid-driven crop yield benefits. The values in the Kansas State and the EPA and 
USDA estimates, are national-level and omit accounting for lost earnings and other financial damage to commercial 
beekeepers themselves, who create the bulk of that crop yield enhancement through their pollination services 
and colony management. Compounding the sting of these losses is the fact that EPA currently lacks a complete 
accounting of the economic benefits of honey bees as the agency weighs the costs insecticides pose to beekeepers.40


The ongoing operational and financial damage to the small cadre of fewer than 1,000 major commercial 
pollinating beekeepers nationwide is jeopardizing tens of billions of dollars of national crop-yield benefit from 
pollination. As bee losses mount, beekeepers must replace them to fulfill pollination contracts and raise their prices 
accordingly, the costs of which are, in turn, passed on to producers and consumers. If the aging and dwindling 
beekeeper workforce continues to struggle financially and fades away, major shockwaves would reverberate through 
the agricultural economy.41


Given the data we review in this report, over many years, 
locations, and cropping systems, there are no consistent 
benefits from using treated seeds in pest management. 
Coupled with EPA and USDA’s own estimates, it is 
unreasonable for EPA’s pesticide registration department 
to continue to allow the pursuit of non-existent or 
insignificant yield benefits for corn, soybeans, and other 
crops while contributing to mass declines in pollinators, 
major yield reductions in pollinator-dependent crops, and 
financial damages to beekeepers.


reduced Production of honey & other bee Products


The impacts of neonicotinoids on honey and other bee product declines are complex. It is clear that total US honey 
production has dropped by more than 25% since 1994, when the first neonicotinoid (imidacloprid) was registered for 
use.42 The national crop from 2013 is expected to be the smallest honey crop ever reported by a large margin, with a mid-
range estimate of 114 million pounds compared to a mid-range estimate of 135 million pounds in 2012.43 The average 
bulk wholesale value of the lost production of 21 million pounds compared to 2012 was approximately $38 million. 


Analysis of crop reductions over time indicates that the states with drastic honey crop declines in recent years are 
those in the Corn Belt with the most widespread use of neonicotinoid treated seeds, including, but not limited to, 
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska.44 Honey production in Florida, which as recently as 2000 
was very high, has dropped roughly in half since the citrus psyllid was found and orange grove infections led to 
massive increases in use of neonicotinoids and other insecticides.45 While statistical certainty on the causes of declines 
across a broad industry sector will remain elusive, the apparent contributing role of neonicotinoid-induced colony 
losses in huge reductions in honey, beeswax, and other valuable bee products must be taken into account.


14







loss of ecosysteM serVices 


EPA must weigh the frequent lack of neonicotinoid yield benefits against the tremendous environmental and 
economic benefits and ecosystem services that neonicotinoids are jeopardizing. This goes far beyond more readily-
quantified reductions in managed honey bees and bee products. Acute and chronic effects similar to those impacting 
honey bees can harm bumblebees and other valuable, beneficial invertebrates such as lady bugs, ground beetles, 
earthworms, and parasitoid wasps.46 Beneficial invertebrates are essential, often unnoticed, components of healthy 
agricultural fields, landscapes, gardens, and natural systems.


In 2006, researchers estimated the value of native insect pollination for US crops at $3.07 billion.47 More recently, 
in California alone, researchers estimated wild pollinators produce between $937 million and $2.4 billion per year 
in economic value.48 Beyond crop pollination, beneficial predatory and parasitic insects and other arthropods provide 
natural pest suppression to farms, an ecosystem service valued at more than $4.5 billion per year, as well as to natural 
areas and developed landscapes.49 Water contamination from neonicotinoids has been identified in several agricultural 
regions and linked to detrimental impacts in aquatic ecosystems.50 


There are sweepingly important indirect benefits—virtually beyond calculation—gained by non-crop plant 
communities sustained through pollination.51 These include the aesthetic values of flowers and ornamental plants, 
reduction of soil erosion, food and forage for wildlife, and maintenance of forest, grassland, desert, and other broad 
ecological dynamics. In 2006, Losey and Vaughan calculated the value of ecosystem services to humans from all wild 
insects in the US to reach $60 billion.52 


MarKet daMage froM contaMination eVents


New financial harm from neonicotinoids has also surfaced. In February 2014, exports from Canada to Japan of the 
specialty, high-value grain buckwheat, were rejected due to levels of thiamethoxam contamination exceeding Japan’s 
maximum residue limit.53 The buckwheat farmers apparently did not use thiamethoxam on that crop—it persisted in 
contaminated soil from earlier plantings of other crops or was carried into their fields via air or dust. This sole incident 
led to the costly rejection of two container loads of buckwheat and is an ongoing problem could lead to the loss of 
additional export markets.54 
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COnCluSiOnS


It appears EPA has overvalued the “insurance” neonicotinoids offer 
against often non-existent or insignificant pest pressures in many 
contexts. This overuse, a direct result of EPA’s regulatory approval 
process, imposes heavy costs to the agricultural community and the 


nation as a whole. “Pre-sterilizing” fields has, in effect, rendered integrated 
pest management, in which pesticides are only used if economic pest damage 
thresholds are exceeded, obsolete for those crops:


“The widespread adoption of neonicotinoids as seed dressings 
has led to a move away from integrated pest management 
(IPM), a philosophy of pest management predicated on 
minimizing use of chemical pesticides via monitoring of pest 
populations, making maximum use of biological and cultural 
controls, applying chemical pesticides only when needed and 
avoiding broad-spectrum, persistent compounds.”55


A 2014 report by the multi-stakeholder Corn Dust Research Consortium on neonicotinoid seed treatments and their 
impacts on honey bees contains these related recommendations:


•	 Minimize unnecessary use of seed treatment insecticides. Use them only when needed, such as where historic pest 
infestations are above threshold or high risk factors for pest pressure have been anticipated or determined.


•	 Follow the principles of integrated pest management.56


The broadly-supported Corn Dust Research Consortium report undercuts EPA’s history of enabling unrestricted 
neonicotinoid use and promotes IPM as the better alternative. However, exhortations and voluntary recommendations 
will not change the reality of overuse spurred by advertising campaigns promoting these products directly to seed 
dealers and farmers. The market for seeds is heavily monopolized by a few companies.57 In reality, US farmers often 
have almost no choice—untreated seeds are simply not available in most markets. It must also be recognized that 
synthetic neonicotinoid insecticides are not approved in organic agriculture. The harms neonicotinoids pose in and 
around conventional farm fields can damage nearby organic operations that rely on healthy ecosystems.


In conclusion, recent reports evaluated here examining the benefits of neonicotinoid seed treatments for crop yields in 
North America found they were largely illusory. European reports of crop yields being maintained even after regional 
neonicotinoid bans corroborate this finding. Opinions from several independent experts reinforce that neonicotinoids 
are massively overused in the US, without a corresponding yield benefit, across numerous agricultural contexts. The 
bottom line is that toxic insecticides are being unnecessarily applied in most cases.
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rECOmmEndATiOnS
In order to fully evaluate future insecticide registration applications and comply with the 
FIFRA mandate to account for costs and benefits, EPA should:


•	 Fully weigh both quantifiable and unquantifiable values in assessments of proposed systemic insecticide products, 
including at a minimum these foreseeable cost categories: 


1) honey bee colony impacts and resulting reduced yields of pollinated crops, 
2) reduced production of honey and other bee products,
3) financial harm to beekeepers and consumers,
4) loss of ecosystem services, and
5) market damage from contamination events.


•	 Require verification by independent scientists and economists (preferably published in peer-reviewed journals) for 
claims of efficacy, crop yields, and economic benefits associated with all products.


•	 Reject applications to register any prophylactic insecticides that undermine basic IPM principles, may harm 
organic farm production, or are not cost-effective, either for the farmer or the nation as a whole.


•	 For all insecticidal seed treatment products, repeal the agency’s waiver for “product performance data” in the 
FIFRA Product Performance regulation at 50 CFR § 158.400(e)(1) because of their prophylactic overuse, lack 
of efficacy, unique persistence, and high overall costs. Related to that, EPA also should promptly enforce the 
mandate in that regulation that: “each registrant must ensure through testing that his [sic] product is efficacious 
when used in accordance with label directions and commonly accepted pest control practices.”


In light of the findings of this report, EPA should suspend all existing registrations of 
neonicotinoid seed treatment products whose costs and benefits have not been adequately 
weighed until this accounting is completed.


to learn More, Visit 
WWW.centerforfoodsafety.org


17



WWW.CENTERFORFOODSAFETY.ORG





rEViEWEd liTErATurE
Cox, WJ, E Shields, and JH Cherney. 2007. The effect of 


clothianidin seed treatments on corn growth following soybean. 
Crop Science, 47:2482-2485.


Cox, WJ, E Shields, and JH Cherney. 2008. Planting date and seed 
treatment effects on soybean in the northeastern United States. 
Agronomy Journal, 100(6): 1662-1665.


Cox, WJ and JH Cherney. 2011. Location, variety, and seeding rate 
interactions with soybean seed-applied insecticides/fungicides. 
Agronomy Journal, 103(5):1366-1371.


Esker, PD and SP Conley. 2012. Probability of yield response and 
breaking even for soybean seed treatments. Crop Science, 52: 
351-359.


Johnson, KD, ME O’Neal, DW Ragsdale, CD Difonzo, SM 
Swinton, PM Dixon, BD Potter, EW Hodgson, and AC 
Costamagna. 2009. Probability of cost-effective management 
of soybean aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in North America. 
Journal of Economic Entomology, 102(6): 2101-2108.


Jordan, TA, RR Youngman, CL Laub, S Tiwari, TP Kuhar, 
TK Balderson, DM Moore, and M Saphir. 2012. Fall soil 
sampling method for predicting spring infestation of white 
grubs (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae) in corn and the benefits of 
clothianidin seed treatment in Virginia. Crop Protection, 39: 
57-62.


McCornack, BP and DW Ragsdale. 2006. Efficacy of thiamethoxam 
to suppress soybean aphid populations in Minnesota soybean. 
Crop Management, 5(1).


Magalhaes, LC, TE Hunt, and BD Siegfried. 2009. Efficacy 
of neonicotinoid seed treatments to reduce soybean aphid 
populations under field and controlled conditions in Nebraska. 
Journal of Economic Entomology, 102(1): 187-195.


Ohnesorg, WJ, KD Johnson, and ME O’Neal. 2009. Impact of 
reduced-risk insecticides on soybean aphid and associated 
natural enemies. Journal of Economic Entomology, 102(5): 1816-
1826.


Petzold-Maxwell, JL, LJ Meinke, ME Gray, RE Estes, and AJ 
Gassmann. 2013. Effect of Bt maize and soil insecticides on 
yield, injury, and rootworm survival: implications for resistance 
management. Journal of Economic Entomology, 106(5): 1941-
1951.


Pynenburg, GM, PH Sikkema, DE Robinson, and CL Gillard. 
2011a. The interaction of annual weed and white mold 
management systems for dry bean production in Canada. 
Canadian Journal of Plant Science, 91: 587-598.


Pynenburg, GM, PH Sikkema, and CL Gillard. 2011b. Agronomic 
and economic assessment of intensive pest management of dry 
bean (Phaseolus vulgaris). Crop Protection, 30: 340-348.


Reisig, DD, DA Herbert, and S Malone. 2012. Impact of 
neonicotinoid seed treatments on thrips and soybean yield in 
Virginia and North Carolina. Journal of Economic Entomology, 
105(3): 884-889.


Royer, TA, KL Giles, T Nyamanzi, RM Hunger, EG Krenzer, 
NC Elliott, SD Kindler, and M Payton. 2005. Economic 
evaluation of the effects of planting date and application rate of 
imidacloprid for management of cereal aphids and barley yellow 
dwarf in winter wheat. Journals of Economic Entomology, 98(1): 
95-102.


Seagraves, MP and JG Lundgren. 2012. Effects of neonicotinoid seed 
treatments on soybean aphid and its natural enemies. Journal of 
Pest Science, 85:125-132.


Soroka, JJ, LF Grenkow, and RB Irvine. 2008. Impact of decreasing 
ratios of insecticide-treated seed on flea beetle feeding levels 
and canola seed yields. Journal of Economic Entomology, 101(6): 
1811-1820.


Tinsley, NA, KL Steffey, RE Estes, JR Heeren, ME Gray, and BW 
Diers. 2012. Field-level effects of preventative management 
tactics on soybean aphids (Aphis glycines Matsumara) and their 
predators. Journal of Applied Entomology, 136: 361-371.


Wilde, GE, RJ Whitworth, M Claassen, and RA Shufran. 2001. 
Seed treatment for control of wheat insects and its effect on 
yield. Journal of Agricultural and Urban Entomology, 18(1): 1-11.


Wilde, G, K Roozeboom, A Ahmad, M Claassen, B Gordon, W 
Heer, L Maddux, V Martin, P Evans, K Kofoid, J Long, A 
Schlegel, and M Witt. 2007. Seed treatment effects on early-
season pests of corn and corn growth and yield in the absence of 
agricultural pests. Journal of Agricultural and Urban Entomology, 
24(4): 177-193.


18







EndnOTES
1 Krupke, CH, GJ Hunt, BD Eitzer, G Andino, and K Given. 2012. Multiple routes of pesticide 
exposure for honey bees living near agricultural fields. PLoS ONE, 7(1): e29268.
2 Mineau, P and C Palmer. 2013. The Impact of the Nation’s Most Widely Used Insecticides on Birds. 
American Bird Conservancy. Online at: www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/toxins/Neonic_
FINAL.pdf.; Hopwood, J, SH Black, M Vaughn, and E Lee-Mader. 2013. Beyond the Birds and 
the Bees: Effects of Neonicotinoid Insecticides on Agriculturally Important Beneficial Invertebrates. The 
Xerces Society. Online at: http://www.xerces.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/XercesSociety_
CBCneonics_sep2013.pdf. 
3 Pettis, JS, D vanEngelsdorp, J Johnson, and G Dively. 2012. Pesticide exposure in honey bees 
results in increased levels of the gut pathogen Nosema. Naturwissenschaften, 99:153-158.; Henry, 
M, M Beguin, F Requier, O Rollin, J-F Odoux, P Aupinel, J Aptel, S Tchamitchian, and A 
Decourtye. 2012. A common pesticide decreases foraging success and survival in honey bees. 
Science, 336: 348-350.
4 Stokstad, E. 2013. How big a role should neonicotinoids play in food security? Science, 340: 675.
5 Soroka, JJ, LF Grenkow, and RB Irvine. 2008. Impact of decreasing ratios of insecticide-treated 
seed on flea beetle feeding levels and canola seed yields. Journal of Economic Entomology, 101(6): 
1811-1820.
6 Cox, WJ and JH Cherney. 2011. Location, variety, and seeding rate interactions with soybean 
seed-applied insecticides/fungicides. Agronomy Journal, 103(5):1366-1371.
7 7 U.S.C. § 136 et seq.
8 7 U.S.C. § 136(bb).
9 This conclusion is from a review of orders in the Federal Register (www.federalregister.gov) 
and the lack of any “Notices of Denial” for registration applications for products of the six 
active neonicotinoid ingredients. It is possible EPA has made some denial decisions via internal 
deliberations that never reached the formal order stage.
10 Brassard, D. 2012. Memorandum - Estimated Incremental Increase in Clothianidin Usage from 
Pending Registrations. EPA Biological Analysis Branch, Biological and Economic Analysis 
Division, Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention. August 30.; Krupke, C. 2013. 
Dust in the Wind: Advances in Protecting Pollinators During Planting Season.  Presentation to 
Crop Pest Management Shortcourse & Minnesota Crop Production Retailers Association Trade 
Show. Minneapolis, MN. December 11. Online at: www.extension.umn.edu/agriculture/ag-
professionals/cpm/2013/docs/UMN-Ext-CPM13-Krupke.pdf.
11 EPA’s FIFRA regulation on Product Performance at 50 CFR § 158.400(e)(1) provides, in 
pertinent part:  “The Agency has waived the requirement to submit product performance data 
unless the pesticide product bears a claim to control pest microorganisms that pose a threat 
to human health and whose presence cannot readily be observed by the user…. However each 
registrant must ensure through testing that his product is efficacious when used in accordance with 
label directions and commonly accepted pest control practices. The Agency reserves the right to 
require, on a case-by-case basis, submission of product performance data for any pesticide product 
registered or proposed for registration.”
12 Xerces Society. 2013. Scientists Call for an End to Cosmetic Insecticide Use After the Largest Bumble 
Bee Poisoning on Record. June 27. Online at: www.xerces.org/2013/06/27/scientists-call-for-an-
end-to-cosmetic-insecticide-use-after-the-largest-bumble-bee-poisoning-on-record/. Includes this 
statement: “The University of Minnesota’s Dr. Marla Spivak, a leading global authority on bee 
health, echoed Vaughan’s sentiment. ‘The Oregon bee poisoning is a clear warning. We have to 
stop pesticide use in cases where human health or food security is not at risk.’”
13 Cox et al. 2007; Cox et al. 2008; Petzold-Maxwell et al. 2013; Pynenburg et al. 2011b; Reisig et 
al. 2012; Seagraves and Lundgren 2012; Tinsley et al. 2012; Wilde et al. 2001. (See full citations 
in ‘Reviewed Literature’ section).
14 Cox and Cherney 2011; Esker and Conley 2012; Johnson et al. 2009; Jordan et al. 2012; 
Magalhaes et al. 2009; McCornack and Ragsdale 2006; Ohnesorg et al. 2009; Pynenburg et al. 
2011a; Royer et al. 2005; Soroka et al. 2008; Wilde et al. 2007. (See full citations in ‘Reviewed 
Literature’ section).
15 Johnson, KD, ME O’Neal, DW Ragsdale, CD Difonzo, SM Swinton, PM Dixon, BD Potter, 
EW Hodgson, and AC Costamagna. 2009. Probability of cost-effective management of soybean 
aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in North America. Journal of Economic Entomology, 102(6): 2101-
2108.
16 Seagraves, MP and JG Lundgren. 2012. Effects of neonicotinoid seed treatments on soybean 
aphid and its natural enemies. Journal of Pest Science, 85:125-132.
17 Searches were performed on Google Scholar and Web of Science using terms including 
neonicotinoid, yield, efficacy, etc.
18 Buntin, GD and JN All. 2012. Corn stand and yield loss from seedling injury by southern corn 
rootworm (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae). Journal of Economic Entomology, 106(4): 1669-1675.; 
Pataky, JK, PM Michener, ND Freeman, JM Whalen, JA Hawk, T Weldekidan, and RH Teyker. 
2005. Rates of seed treatment insecticides and control of Stewart’s wilt in sweet corn. Plant 
Disease, 89: 262-268.; Strausbaugh, CA, EJ Wenninger, and IA Eujayl. 2012. Management 
of severe curly top in sugar beet with insecticides. Plant Disease, 96: 1159-1164.; Wilde, G, K 
Roozeboom, M Claassen, K Janssen, and M Witt. 2004. Seed treatment for control of early-season 
pests of corn and its effect on yield. Journal of Agricultural and Urban Entomology, 21(2): 75-85.
19 Jeschke P, R Nauen, M Schindler, and A Elbert. 2011. Overview of the status and global 
strategy for neonicotinoids. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, 59(7): 2897-2908.; 
Thielert W. 2006. A Unique Product: The Story of the Imidacloprid Stress Shield. Presentation in 
Frankfurt, Germany. May 18. Online at: http://typo3.vara.nl/fileadmin/uploads/VARA/be_users/
documents/tv/pip/zembla/2011/Moord_op_de_honingbij/The_story_of_the_imidacloprid.pdf.
20 Stokstad, E. 2013.
21 European Food Safety Agency. 2012. Assessment of the scientific information from the Italian
project ‘APENET’ investigating effects on honeybees of coated maize seeds with some 
neonicotinoids and fipronil. EFSA Journal, 10(6): 2792. Online at: www.efsa.europa.eu/it/
efsajournal/pub/2792.htm.; CRA-API – The Honey Bee and Silkworm Research Unit of the 
Agricultural Research Council. 2009. Effects of Coated Maize Seed on
Honey Bees. Apenet.
22 Goulson, D. 2013. An overview of the environmental risks posed by neonicotinoid insecticides. 
Journal of Applied Ecology, 50: 977-987.
23 Krupke, C. 2014. Personal communication. March 10.
24 Lundgren, J. 2014. Personal communication. March 3.
25 Baute, T. 2013. Using Fungicide-Only Treated Seed and Following IPM. Ontario Ministry of 


Agriculture and Food. Online at: www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/field/news/croptalk/2013/
ct-0913a1.htm.
26 Morrissey, C. 2014. Perspectives from the Prairies: Uncovering the facts about neonicotinoid 
insecticides on wetland ecosystems. Presentation to the Canadian Section of The Wildlife Society, 
February 28. Summary online at: http://wildlife.org/canada/education.
27 Stathers, R. 2014. The Bee and the Stock Market. Schroder Fund 
Advisors LLC. Online at: https://c.na3.content.force.com/servlet/servlet.
ImageServer?id=01550000001G3JyAAK&oid=00D300000000M2BEAU.; Rabobank. 2011. 
The Plight of the Honey Bee - Why the Loss of Honey Bee Colonies May Sting Global Agriculture. 
Industry Note 252-2011. Online at: www.ishs.org/sites/default/files/newsdocuments/rabobank_
industrynote_252_2011_honeybees.pdf.
28 Goulson, D. 2013.; Van der Sluijs, JP, N Simon-Delso, D Goulson, L Maxim, J-M Bonmatin, 
and LP Belzunces. 2013. Neonicotinoids, bee disorders and the sustainability of pollinator 
services. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 5(3-4): 293-305.
29 Pettis, JS et al. 2012.
30 USDA. 2012. Report on the National Stakeholders Conference on Honey Bee Health. USDA. 
Online at: http://www.usda.gov/documents/ReportHoneyBeeHealth.pdf. 
31 Bee Informed. 2013. Winter Loss Survey 2012-2013: Preliminary Results. Online at: http://
beeinformed.org/2013/05/winter-loss-survey-2012-2013/.
32 USDA. 2012. No insurance is available to beekeepers to cover excess bee mortality.
33 Klein, AM, BE Vaissiere, JH Cane, I Steffan-Dewenter, SA Cunningham, C Kremen, and T 
Tscharntke. 2007. Importance of pollinators in changing landscapes for world crops. Proceedings of 
the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 274(1608): 303-313.
34 USDA. 2012.
35 USDA. 2012. 
36 Sinnathamby, S, Y Assefa, AM Granger, LK Tabor, and KR Douglas-Mankin. 2013. Pollinator 
decline: US agro-socio-economic impacts and responses. Journal of Natural and Environmental 
Sciences, 4(1): 1-13. The ten crops are: alfalfa hay, almond, apple, corn, cotton, peanut, soybean, 
sunflower, tomato and wheat. 
37 Klein, AM et al. 2007.
38 Sinnathamby, S et al. 2013.
39 EPA. 2013. USDA and EPA Release New Report on Honey Bee Health. May 2. Online at: http://
yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/0/E04602A5E7AA060685257B5F004A12D3.
40 American Honey Producers Association. nd. Top 7 Priorities List. Online at: https://ahpanet.
site-ym.com/?page=Top7Priorities. AHPA’s priority list includes: “1. Fund Economic Research 
Service to develop an Economic Model of the value of bees. This new study is our foundational 
effort to factor in the real value of honey bees past the farm gate due to their direct impact on food 
production in the U.S.”  
41 Carman, H. 2011. The estimated impact of bee colony collapse disorder on almond pollination 
fees. University of California Giannini Foundation of Agricultural Economics, ARE Update, 14(5): 
9-11. Online at: http://giannini.ucop.edu/media/are-update/files/articles/V14N5_4.pdf. 
42 USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service. Honey production estimates. Online at: http://
usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1520; http://usda.
mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1670; http://usda.mannlib.
cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1191.
43 Flottum, K. 2013. November regional honey price report. Bee Culture, November. The same 
journal for the prior year indicates the 2012 mid-range estimate. The value of lost production 
is based on a 2012 average bulk wholesale price of $1.80/lb., per Bee Culture. All figures are 
estimates; various methods can be used for these estimates. It should be noted that the prices rose 
significantly in 2013, which may have partially compensated the beekeeping sector as a whole for 
the crop reduction. 
44 Kegley, S. 2014. Assessment of Trends in Factors Affecting Honey Bee Colony Numbers and 
Honey Production. Pesticide Research Institute. Presented at American Honey Producers 
Association, January 9. Online at: http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ahpanet.com/resource/
resmgr/2014convpresentations/susan_kegley-pesticide_resea.pdf .
45 Kegley, S. 2014.
46 Hopwood, J et al. 2013.
47 Losey, JE and M Vaughan. 2006. The economic value of ecological services provided by insects. 
Bioscience, 56(4): 311–323.
48 Chaplin-Kramer, R, K Tuxen-Bettman, and C Kremen. 2011. Value of wildland habitat for 
supplying pollination services to Californian agriculture. Rangelands, 33(3): 33-41.
49 Losey, JE and M Vaughan. 2006.
50 Starner, K and KS Goh. 2012. Detections of the neonicotinoid insecticide imidacloprid 
in surface waters of three agricultural regions of California, USA, 2010-2011. Bulletin of 
Environmental Contamination and Toxicology, 88: 316-321.; Van Dijk, TC, MA Van Staalduinen, 
and JP Van der Sluijs. 2013. Macro-invertebrate decline in surface water polluted with 
imidacloprid. PLoS ONE, 8(5): e62374.; Mineau, P and C Palmer. 2013.
51 Kremen C et al. 2007. Pollination and other ecosystem services produced by mobile organisms: 
a conceptual framework for the effects of land-use change. Ecology Letters, 10(4): 299–314.; 
Abramovitz, JN. 1998. Putting a value on nature’s “free” services. WorldWatch Magazine, 11(1): 
10-19. Online at: www.worldwatch.org/system/files/EP111B.pdf.
52 Losey, JE and M Vaughan. 2006. 
53 Arnason, R. 2014. Neonicotinoids jeopardize Manitoba buckwheat exports. The Western Producer. 
January 31. Online at: www.producer.com/2014/01/neonicotinoids-jeopardize-manitoba-
buckwheat-exports/.
54 Estimates of the wholesale value of the rejected Canadian buckwheat range from about US 
$18,000 to $45,000 depending on the size of the containers and other factors. See, Manitoba 
Agricultural Services Corporation, Current Dollar Values; Crops. Online at: www.masc.mb.ca/
masc.nsf/crop_dollar_values.html.
55 Goulson, D. 2013.
56 Corn Dust Research Consortium. 2014. Preliminary Report: Initial Findings for 2013, Provisional 
Recommendations, Timetable. Pollinator Partnership. Online at: www.pollinator.org/PDFs/
CDRCfinalreport2013.pdf.
57Center for Food Safety. 2013. Seed Giants vs. US Farmers. Online at: http://www.
centerforfoodsafety.org/files/seed-giants_final_04424.pdf.


19



http://www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/toxins/Neonic_FINAL.pdf

http://www.abcbirds.org/abcprograms/policy/toxins/Neonic_FINAL.pdf

http://www.xerces.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/XercesSociety_CBCneonics_sep2013.pdf

http://www.xerces.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/XercesSociety_CBCneonics_sep2013.pdf

http://www.federalregister.gov

http://www.extension.umn.edu/agriculture/ag-professionals/cpm/2013/docs/UMN-Ext-CPM13-Krupke.pdf

http://www.extension.umn.edu/agriculture/ag-professionals/cpm/2013/docs/UMN-Ext-CPM13-Krupke.pdf

http://www.xerces.org/2013/06/27/scientists-call-for-an-end-to-cosmetic-insecticide-use-after-the-largest-bumble-bee-poisoning-on-record/

http://www.xerces.org/2013/06/27/scientists-call-for-an-end-to-cosmetic-insecticide-use-after-the-largest-bumble-bee-poisoning-on-record/

http://typo3.vara.nl/fileadmin/uploads/VARA/be_users/documents/tv/pip/zembla/2011/Moord_op_de_honingbij/The_story_of_the_imidacloprid.pdf

http://typo3.vara.nl/fileadmin/uploads/VARA/be_users/documents/tv/pip/zembla/2011/Moord_op_de_honingbij/The_story_of_the_imidacloprid.pdf

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/it/efsajournal/pub/2792.htm

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/it/efsajournal/pub/2792.htm

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/field/news/croptalk/2013/ct-0913a1.htm

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/field/news/croptalk/2013/ct-0913a1.htm

http://wildlife.org/canada/education

https://c.na3.content.force.com/servlet/servlet.ImageServer?id=01550000001G3JyAAK&oid=00D300000000M2BEAU

https://c.na3.content.force.com/servlet/servlet.ImageServer?id=01550000001G3JyAAK&oid=00D300000000M2BEAU

http://www.ishs.org/sites/default/files/newsdocuments/rabobank_industrynote_252_2011_honeybees.pdf

http://www.ishs.org/sites/default/files/newsdocuments/rabobank_industrynote_252_2011_honeybees.pdf

http://www.usda.gov/documents/ReportHoneyBeeHealth.pdf

http://beeinformed.org/2013/05/winter-loss-survey-2012-2013/

http://beeinformed.org/2013/05/winter-loss-survey-2012-2013/

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/0/E04602A5E7AA060685257B5F004A12D3

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/0/E04602A5E7AA060685257B5F004A12D3

https://ahpanet.site-ym.com/?page=Top7Priorities

https://ahpanet.site-ym.com/?page=Top7Priorities

http://giannini.ucop.edu/media/are-update/files/articles/V14N5_4.pdf

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1520

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1520

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1670

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1670

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1191

http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentInfo.do?documentID=1191

1.80/lb

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ahpanet.com/resource/resmgr/2014convpresentations/susan_kegley-pesticide_resea.pdf

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ahpanet.com/resource/resmgr/2014convpresentations/susan_kegley-pesticide_resea.pdf

http://www.worldwatch.org/system/files/EP111B.pdf

http://www.producer.com/2014/01/neonicotinoids-jeopardize-manitoba-buckwheat-exports/

http://www.producer.com/2014/01/neonicotinoids-jeopardize-manitoba-buckwheat-exports/

http://www.masc.mb.ca/masc.nsf/crop_dollar_values.html

http://www.masc.mb.ca/masc.nsf/crop_dollar_values.html

http://www.pollinator.org/PDFs/CDRCfinalreport2013.pdf

http://www.pollinator.org/PDFs/CDRCfinalreport2013.pdf

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/seed-giants_final_04424.pdf

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/seed-giants_final_04424.pdf





20







national headQuarters
660 Pennsylvania Avenue SE, Suite 302
Washington, dC 20003
Phone: 202-547-9359 | fax: 202-547-9429


california office
303 Sacramento Street, 2nd floor
San francisco, CA 94111
Phone: 415-826-2770 | fax: 415-826-0507


Pacific northWest office
917 SW Oak Street, Suite 300
Portland, Or 97205
Phone: 971-271-7372 | fax: 971-271-7374


email: office@centerforfoodsafety.org
www.centerforfoodsafety.org



mailto:office@centerforfoodsafety.org

www.centerforfoodsafety.org



		_GoBack




